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BEFORE THE ARIZONA CORPO 

COMMISSIONERS 
SUSAN BITTER SMITH - Chairman 
BOB STUMP 
BOB BURNS 
DOUG LITTLE 
TOM FORESE 

N THE MATTER OF THE COMMISSION’S 
NVESTIGATION OF VALUE AND COST OF 
IISTRIBUTED GENERATION. 

[. INTRODUCTION. 

Arizona Corporation Commission (“Commission”) Staff hereby files its comments on the 

ssues raised in the October 28, 2015 Procedural Order. The issues include the appropriate public 

iotice that should be provided for this docket, the scope of the proceeding, sponsoring witnesses, 

imefiames for the provision of documentation in preparation for the evidentiary proceeding, and 

ippropriate means for making the evidentiary record produced through this generic hearing process 

ivailable to specific ratemaking proceedings. 

[I. DISCUSSION. 

A. Public Notice of the Docket. 

While Staff believes the most effective form of notice for this docket would be a bill insert, 

iotice provided through publication in a newspaper of general circulation or record throughout the 

itility service areas would also be acceptable. We agree with the views expressed by Western 

Cesource Advocates (“WRA”) and the Vote Solar Initiative (“Vote Solar”) that since this case may 

lave the effect of impacting customer rates, a broad based notice intended to inform ratepayers of the 

locket is appropriate.’ It may be possible for all electric utilities in the State to agree on a form of 

iotice and submit that notice to the ALJ. Staff and others should be allowed to comment on the 

xoposed form of notice prior to its adoption. Once the ALJ rules on the form and contents of a 

iotice, each utility should be responsible for publication in its respective service area. 

Tr. (Nov. 4,20 15 Procedural Conference) at 15. 
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A Commission press release would also be appropriate to inform the general public of the 

proceeding, but should be used in addition to, and not in lieu of, publication in a newspaper of 

general circulation. 

B. Service List. 

With respect to the service list for this case, since this is a generic docket, Staff recommends 

[hat all electric companies operating in the State be included on the list, as well as interested parties 

;hat have been granted intervention. We also recommend that a notice be sent to entities in related 

lockets, including at a minimum, the most recent utility rate cases, the various utility net metering 

:ases, and any other related proceedings. This notice should inform all participants in these other 

lockets of this proceeding and that its outcome may be used by the Commission and its Staff to 

nform the resolution of similar issues in present and future matters before the Commission. Staff is 

November 4,2015 

YYilling to prepare and send the notice if this would be helphl. 

C. ScoDe of the Proceeding. 

Staff supports the comments of ALJ Jibilian at the outset of th rocedural 

:onference on this issue. The goal of the evidentiary hearing should be to obtain a complete record 

)n all issues. It should allow for the h l l  participation of all interested parties in a manner that is both 

air and efficient. 

To accomplish this, Staff supports allowing all interested parties an opportunity to file studies, 

:omponents of studies, or proposed methodologies on both the cost of serving distributed generation 

“DG”) customers and the value associated with DG. The proceeding should be designed at the 

butset to address both cost of service and value of solar rather than postponing one of these issues to a 

ater phase of the proceeding. We would leave it to the discretion of the ALJ to determine how the 

ssues should be sorted and staged since some parties may only be interested in certain issues. 

. .  
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staff would encourage all utilities, or other entities, with their own specific cost methodologies to file 

.hose studies in this docket for consideration. Parties could rely on methodologies filed in previous 

lockets or they could submit their own studies. With respect to value of solar, parties could rely on 

xevious filings in this docket or submit their own methodology for quantifying the value of solar. 

LIowever, there should be a witness to support any study or methodology that is offered. 

The studies, proposed methodologies, or proposed components of a cost or value study that 

3arties want considered, should be filed in the first round of testimony. The Staff would like to see 

in identification of individual components in a value of solar study and an effort to specify how each 

If these various components could be measured and quantified. Staff is also interested in parties’ 

Jiews on whether the value and cost of DG is unique to each utility or whether a statewide 

tpplication of a single methodology may be appropriate. Staff is also interested in parties’ positions 

In whether there are multiple methodologies that could be used, and if so, an identification of the 

ienefits associated with each. In other words, is there a menu of options that would be appropriate 

or consideration in specific matters going forward? 

Finally, Staff is interested in parties’ positions on whether it is appropriate to arrive at a 

ireliminary methodology with recognition that it may need to evolve over time as electric markets 

rogress. Since this is a generic docket, it may be appropriate for the Hearing Division to issue an 

nitial or preliminary set of recommendations based upon the record evidence, but it may be helpful 

hat the recommendations also contemplate the resolution of new issues that are likely to arise in the 

uture. 

D. Timeframe for the Proceeding. 

The objective of the procedural schedule in this case would allow for the presentation of 

zvidence sponsored by witnesses who would be available for cross-examination. The proceeding 

should be structured to allow the evidentiary record to be available to specific ratemaking 

oroceedings where the factual record has relevance.* 

! Tr. (November 4,20 15 Procedural Conference) at 9. 
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Staff generally supports a procedural schedule with the following timeframe: 

Proposed CostNalue of DG Studies or Methodologies 

Responsive Testimony January 29,2016 

Hearing February 10,2016 

and Supporting Testimony December 22,20 I5 

There are many rate cases in progress at the Commission currently and Staff is involved in all 

of them. Whatever schedule is adopted by the Commission, it should attempt to avoid conflicts with 

pending cases and it should be designed to allow for adequate discovery time. While the schedule 

proposed by Staff is aggressive, Staff believes that the timeframe is adequate to allow for some initial 

findings in this docket which can then be used to the maximum extent possible in other matters where 

these issues are relevant. Staff also agrees that it may be appropriate for parties with similar positions 

to explore the possibility of filing joint testimony. This may result in a more streamlined process and 

eliminate the possibility of duplicative and overlapping testimony being filed by multiple parties. 

E. Availabilitv of Record in Future Proceedins. 

Staff agrees that the proceeding should be structured to allow the evidentiary record in this 

docket to be available to specific ratemaking proceedings where relevant. As APS suggests, judicial 

notice could be taken in future rate proceedings of the outcome in this docket3 Anyone would be 

able to use what is produced in this proceeding in specific rate cases where the same or similar issues 

are raised and the record produced in this proceeding is relevant. At the same time, however, parties 

should not be precluded from bringing in other evidence in specific rate cases contrary to the results 

. . .  
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Tr. (November 4,20 15 Procedural Conference) at 12-1 3. 
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reached in this case. If the party bringing in contrary evidence was a participant in the generic 

proceeding, that party should be prepared to demonstrate the reasons as to why that evidence was not 

produced in the generic proceeding. 

RESPECTFULLY SUBMITTED this 13th day of November 2015. 

Maureen A. Scott, Senior Staff Counsel 
Matthew Laudone, Attorney 
Legal Division 
Arizona Corporation Commission 
1200 West Washington Street 
Phoenix, Arizona 85007 
(602) 542-3402 

3riginal and thirteen (1 3) copies 
3f the foregoing filed this 
13* day of November 2015 with: 

Docket Control 
4rizona Corporation Commission 
1200 West Washington Street 
'hoenix, Arizona 85007 

Zopy of the foregoing mailed 
.his 1 3* day of November 20 15 
md emailed on November 16,205 to: 

Z. Webb Crockett 
'atrick J. Black 
;ennemore Craig, PC 
2394 East Camelback Road, Suite 600 
'hoenix, Arizona 850 16 
mrockett@,fclaw.com 
iblack@,fclaw.com 

2ourt S. Rich 
iose Law Group pc 
7144 East Stetson Drive 
luite 300 
lcottsdale, Arizona 8525 1 
:rich@,roselawgroup.com 

>illon Holmes 
:lean Power Arizona 
P635 North 7th Street #47520 
'hoenix, Arizona 85068 
lillon@,cleanpoweraz.org 
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Garry D. Hays 
The Law Offices of Garry D. Hays, PC 
1702 E. Highland Avenue, Suite 204 
Phoenix, AZ 85016 
ghay s@,lawadh.com 

Jennifer A. Cranston 
Gallagher & Kennedy, PA 
2575 East Camelback Road, 1 1 th Floor 
Phoenix, Arizona 850 16-9225 
jennifer.cranston@,gknet.com 

Jeffrey W. Crockett 
Crockett Law Group, PLLC 
1702 E. Highland Avenue, Suite 204 
Phoenix, A2 850 16 
j eff@,i effcrockettlaw.com 
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Craig A. Marks 
Craig A. Marks, PLC 
10645 North Tatum Boulevard 
Suite 200-676 
Phoenix, Arizona 85028 
Craig .Marks@,azbar.org 

Timothy M. Hogan 
Arizona Center for Law in the Public Interest 
514 W. Roosevelt 
Phoenix, Arizona 85003 
thogan@,aclpi.org 

rhomas A. Loquvam 
Pinnacle West Capital Corporation 
400 North gfh Street, MS 8695 
Phoenix, Arizona 85004 
:homas.loauvam@,pinnaclewest.com 

Lewis M. Levenson 
I308 East Cedar Lane 
'ayson, Arizona 85541 
:aualitv@,centurvlink.net 

Sevasti Travlos 
The Alliance for Solar Choice 
595 Market Street, 29fh Floor 
San Francisco, California 94 105 
;evasti@,allianceforsolarchoice.com 

;reg Patterson 
Water Utility of Arizona 
9 16 West Adams, Suite 3 
Phoenix, Arizona 85007 
Gpatterson3 @,cox.net 

Patty Ihle 
304 East Cedar Mill Road 
Star Valley, Arizona 85541 
ipattvwack@,yahoo.com 

Michael W. Patten 
lason Gellman 
hell  & Wilmer LP 
h e  Arizona Center 
FOO East Van Buren, Suite 1900 
'hoenix, Arizona 85004 
nPatten@,swlaw .corn 
gellman@,swlaw.com 
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Bradley S. Carroll 
Tucson Electric Power Company 
88 East Broadway Boulevard, MS HQE9 10 
Post Office Box 71 1 
Tucson, Arizona 85702 
bcarroll@,tep.com 

Daniel W. Pozefsky, Chief Counsel 
Residential Utility Consumer Office 
1 11 0 West Washington, Suite 220 
Phoenix, Arizona 85007 
dpozefsky @,azruco. gov 

John Wallace 
Grand Canyon State Electric Cooperative 

22 10 South Priest Drive 
Tempe, Arizona 85282 
iwallace@,ncseca.coop 

Association, Inc. 

Todd G. Glass 
Keene M. O'Connor 
Wilson Sonsini Goodrich & Rosati, PC 
70 1 Fifth Avenue, Suite 5 100 
Seattle, Washington 98 104 
tglass@,wsgr.com 

Hugh L. Hallman 
Hallman & Affiliates, PC 
201 1 North Campo Alegre Road 
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Tempe, Arizona 8528 1 

hallmanlaw@pobox.com 

Timothy M. Hogan 
Arizona Center for Law in the Public Interest 
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Phoenix, Arizona 85003 
thonan@,aclDi.org 

David Berry 
Western Resource Advocates 
Post Office Box 1064 
Scottsdale, Arizona 85252-1064 
David. berry@westernresources.org 

Kristin Mayes 
3030 North 3rd Street, Suite 200 
Phoenix, Arizona 850 12 
kmaves@krismaveslaw.com 
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Erica M. Schroeder 
Kevin Fox 
Tim Lindl 
Keyes, Fox & Wiedman, LLP 
436 14fh Street, Suite 1305 
Oakland, California 946 12 
kfox@,kfwlaw.com 
whroeder@,kfwlaw.com 
Llindl@,kfwlaw.com 

Meghan H. Grabel 
Osborn Maledon, PA 
2929 North Central Avenue, Suite 2 100 
Phoenix, Arizona 85012 
mnrabel@,omlaw.com 

Mark Holohan, Chairman 
Arizona Solar Energy Industries Association 
2 122 West Lone Cactus Drive, Suite 2 
Phoenix, Arizona 85027 
info@,ariseia.org 

Sary Yaquinto, President & CEO 
4rizona Investment Council 
2 100 N. Central Avenue, Suite 2 10 
Phoenix, Arizona 85004 
gyasuinto@,arizonaic.org 

W.R. Hansen, President 
Sun City West Property Owners and 
Residents Association 

13 8 15 Camino Del Sol 
Sun City West, Arizona 85375 

4lbert E. Gervenack 
1475 1 West Buttonwood Drive 
3un City West, Arizona 85373 
igervenack@bmi .net 
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